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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of the Claims 

1 . This action is in response to the response filed on 4/30/07. Claims 1-14 are 
pending and are examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed April 30, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding Kwon not teaching scoring. The broadest reasonable interpretation of 
scoring is sorting things into groups. When Kwon puts a company in a good group it is 
giving it a good score and when putting it in a bad group it is giving a bad score. 

Regarding Tom not teaching outputting a score to a user it wasn't cited for that 
but for outputting the results of a neural network to a user. Kwon provided the neural 
network that did grouping/scoring. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kwon and Feroz (IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, Vol. 7, No. 5, September 
1996 hereafter Kwon) in view of Tom (US Patent 5,696,907). 
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As per claim 1, Kwon teaches: 
A system for providing a user with a higher risk score indicating the likelihood that a 
business under inquiry by the user may be involved in questionable activity (See 
Abstract) the system comprising: 

a. means for evaluating how closely the profile of the business under inquiry 
matches those of businesses already confirmed as higher risk (See III. Methodology) 

b. wherein the means for evaluating comprise a neural network model is capable of 
capturing the way multiple data elements inter-relate and thereby of recognizing 
patterns indicative of guestionable activity; (See III. Methodology B. Neural-Network 
Architecture) 

c. means for producing the higher risk score based on the results of an evaluation 
performed bv the evaluating means: and 

d. means for transmitting a report including the higher risk score to the user. 
While Kwon does not explicitly teach a means for transmitting a report of a risk to the 
user Tom teaches using a computer system to have a neural net analyze a problem and 
output the results to the user. (See Column 3 Lines 53-55 "output device such as a 
display and printer") It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to put Kwon's system for finding suggestions of 
financial fraud into Tom's computer system because Tom called for the application of 
neural nets to commercial credit evaluation. (See Column 7 Lines 34-35.) 

As per claim 5 Kwon teaches: 
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A system, as defined in claim 4, including means for identifying the patterns of 
questionable activity. (See Abstract) 
As per claim 8 Kwon teaches: 
A system as defined in claim 1, wherein the evaluated business is given different scores 
based on how closely its patterns match those of confirmed risk businesses. (See 
Abstract) 

5. As per claims 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 Kwon teaches a system for providing risk score as 
discussed in claim 1 . Kwon does not specifically teach the distinctions as cited in 
claims 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7. However, Tom teaches: 

Regarding claim 2: A system, as defined in claim 1, including the variables (a) History 
Indicator (See Column 4 Lines 58-59), (i) Ownership of Facility (See Column 4 Line 46), 
and (I) Inquiry Spike (See Column 4 Lines 51-53). 

As per claim 3, Tom teaches: A system, as defined in claim 1 , further comprising 
a network (a network is defined by Webster's as a means for connecting computers 
together; as shown by Figure 1 there must be a means of connecting the computers.) 
and, connected to the network, a programmed computer (See Column 3 Lines 46-49), a 
user interface (See Column 3 Lines 51-55), a means for gathering data elements 
concerning a plurality of businesses (See Column 53-55), a database having a record of 
the businesses appended with their respective data elements in the form of variables 
(See Figure 1 element 14), or data elements, wherein the neural data elements, assigns 
weights to the elements to produce a weighted sum (See Column 3 Lines 1-4) wherein 
higher weighted sums meaning a higher high risk score. (The neural nets are optimized 
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to produce a result indicating whether an individual is a good credit risk for this 
transaction.) As per claim 4 Tom teaches: A system, as defined in claim 3, providing 
means for feeding the data elements into the neural network model. (See Figure 1) As 
per claim 6 Tom teaches:A system, as defined in claim 5, including means for assigning 
weights to the data elements to produce a weighted sum. (See Column 6 Lines 7-25) 
As per claim 7 Tom teaches: A system, as defined in claim 6, providing means for 
calculating a weighted sum. (See Column 7 Lines 7-25) It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to put Kwon's 
system for finding suggestions of financial fraud into Tom's computer system because 
Tom called for the application of neural nets for credit evaluation (See Column 7 Lines 
34-35) which is something that Kwon has a major effect on since an SEC investigation 
can destroy a company. 

As per claim 9, see the rationale of claim 1 . 

As per claim 10, see the rationale of claim 2. 

As per claim 1 1 , see the rationale of claim 4. 

As per claim 12, see the rationale of claim 5. 

As per claim 13, see the rationale of claim 6. 

As per claim 14, see the rationale of claim 7. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extention fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

7. Examiner's Note: The Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers 
in the references as applied to the claims for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the examiner. 



Inquire 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication from the examiner should be directed 
to Scott S. Trotter, whose telephone number is 571-272-7366. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M-F. 
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9. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James P. Trammell, can be reached on 571-272-6712. 

10. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

1 1 . The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned are as follows: 



(571)273-8300 



(Official Communications; including After Final 



Communications labeled "BOX AF") 



(571)273-6705 



(Draft Communications) 



Scott Trotter 
7/18/2007 




PRIMARY EXAMINER 



